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Examiner 

MINH-TOAN T TON 



Applicant(s) 

YAMAZAKf ETAL. 



Art Unit 

2871 



Period to&w"™ ° fthiS commM ><>" *>P™ on tne cover s heet witn tne correspondence aLess ~ 

■ 1 - 136 «• "° — ■ ^wever, may a rep.y be .imely n,ed 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for"wTby^ S ' X (6) MO A ^ THS from lhe maili "9 date of this communication 

- Any reply received by the Office later than?hree months ato the ma Hno 2. of thi<f ™ m to ,. become ^ BANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 704(b) 9 communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 

Status 

1)D Responsive to communication^) filed on 

2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b )H This action is non-final 

Disposition of Claims 

4) (EI Claim(s) ±24 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) tEI Claim(s) ±24 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claims are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

1DD The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved. 



12)D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 



Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

1 m Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f) 
a)^AII b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. m Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 08/751365 . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Staae 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7 2(a)) 9 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
14)D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e). 
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15) E Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

16) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

17) ^ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTO-326 (Rev. 01-01) 



18) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No{s). 

1 9) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

20) □ Other: 
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Double Patenting 

1 The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjust.f.ed or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent poss.ble 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1 046, 29 USPQ2d 201 0 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); /„ re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re P an Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970),and, In re Thoringlon, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a non-statutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 

2. Claims 1-24 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-26 of U.S. Patent No. 6160600. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because they 
contain common subject matter such as the interlayer insulating layer covering first and second 
TFTs and being a multi-layer film of SiN and SiO. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 U.S. C. § 102 
3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

4. Claims 1. 3, 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by 
Hirakata et al (US 5977562). 

See Figures 1-5. 

5. Claims 1, 3-4, 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Ota et 
al (US 6108065). 

See Figures 1-2. 



Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

SSK^ f mVentl ° n " ldentiCa, ' y dlSC ' 0Sed ° r deSCnbed « * forth 
, TX L ,k k ' dlfferences be»w«n the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior irt ,re 

hC^sx^ : "Tr? h , ave been obv,ous at the the ^ n 
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7. Claims 5, 19, 21-24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ota et al 

(US 6108065) as applied to claims 1, 3-4, 6 above. 

Per claim 6, ITO is a known and common material used for pixel and counter electrodes 
Per claims 1 9 & 21-24, it is known in the art that a reflective-type LCD device yields 

several advantages, e.g., no backlight, over a transmissive-type LCD device. The reflective-type 

LCD device commonly comprises a reflecting layer disposed on the lower-substrate's side. 

8. Claims 7, 9-12, 13, 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ota et al as applied to claims 1-6, 19, 21-24 above, and further in view of Misawa et al (US 
5250931). 

A conventional peripheral driving circuit is generally composed of semiconductor chips 
such as an integrated circuit (IC). Misawa discloses that such conventional peripheral driving 
circuit suffers several problems such as low reliability for the connections, high manufacturing 
costs (col. 1, lines 30-68). Misawa solves the problems through the use of TFTs rather than 
semiconductor chips for the driving circuit (see col. 2, lines 7-12). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to employ TFTs for the driving circuit. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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Contact Information 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to T. TON whose telephone number is (703) 305-3489. Any inquiry of a 
general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0956. 
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